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Customer satisfactionManagers use knowledge of innate consumer innovativeness (inherent interest in new products and services) to
adapt the marketing mix to preferences of the consumers most likely to adopt new products/services. As mere
interest in new products/services may not sufﬁciently characterize early adopters in contexts with price differ-
ences between established and innovative, new products/services, this article introduces the concept of innate
willingness to pay for innovations (IWTPI). Based on data from Germany, Indonesia, Bolivia, USA, and Japan, it
tests hypotheses about the antecedents to IWTPI, the moderating effects of IWTPI on the formation of customer
satisfaction, and their differences between products and services. IWTPI tends to be positively inﬂuenced by in-
come (satisfaction), ﬁnancial expectations, and importance of status symbols and negatively inﬂuenced by fe-
male gender, savings orientation, and stress avoidance. These effects are moderated by cultural and economic
factors. IWTPI positively moderates the effects of perceived quality (only for products, not services), competitive
advantages, public brand image, and social recognition and negativelymoderates the effect of perceived value on
customer satisfaction. These results inform managers on how to adapt marketing strategy to early vs. late
adopters in different country and industry contexts with price differences between established and innovative,
new products/services.
© 2015 The Authors. Published by Elsevier Inc. This is an open access article under the CC BY license
(http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/).1. Introduction
As a key driver of organizational success, innovation is one of the
most important issues in business research today (Bartels and
Reinders, 2011). The role of innovation has been explored on both the
supply and demand sides of the economy. This research deals with the
demand-side topic of innate consumer innovativeness, which concerns
an inherent interest in innovations (Bartels and Reinders, 2011;
Hoffmann and Soyez, 2010). While not all consumers with an interest
in innovations convert into early adopters of every innovative new
product or service, innate consumer innovativeness is an antecedent
of early adoption and considered useful by scholars and practitioners
alike (Cotte and Wood, 2004; Donthu and Garcia, 1999; Im et al.,
2003; Shannon and Mandhachitara, 2008; Steenkamp and Burgess,
2002). Managers use knowledge of needs and behavioral patterns asso-
ciatedwith innate consumer innovativeness to adapt themarketingmix
to innovative consumers and launch new products and services more
successfully (Hoffmann and Soyez, 2010). However, interest alone. This is an open access article under(i.e., innate consumer innovativeness) is not sufﬁcient for characterizing
early adopters when there are price differences between established
and innovative, new products and services. In such cases, an enhanced
willingness to pay constitutes an additional precondition for purchase.
This precondition commonly arises in contexts where the beneﬁts of
new products and services come at the expense of higher initial prices
caused by temporary monopolies for innovations or by higher produc-
tion costs at early stages of the product life cycle (Homburg et al.,
2013). It also arises when the purchase of new products requires con-
sumers to discontinue the use of older, still functioning products. Conse-
quently, many consumers interested in innovations are unwilling to
actually pay the price premium necessary for purchase, and instead
limit themselves to free activities such aswindow shopping, ﬁle sharing,
test driving, or playing with gadgets in stores (Giesler and Pohlmann,
2003). In order to better understand potential early adopters in such sit-
uations, we introduce the concept of innate willingness to pay for inno-
vations (IWTPI), which describes a general disposition to pay price
premiums for the latest innovations.
Innate consumer innovativeness is an antecedent of IWTPI because
consumers need a motivational force as a prerequisite to giving upthe CC BY license (http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/).
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early adoption because the purchase of most innovations requires en-
hancedwillingness to pay. Therefore, IWTPI partiallymediates the inﬂu-
ence of innate consumer innovativeness on early adoption. This indirect,
mediated effect can be expected to be pronounced in contexts with per-
ceptible price differences between established and innovative, new
products. In such contexts, only the subset of consumers whose innate
consumer innovativeness translates into high IWTPI is relevant to man-
agers, and IWTPI consequently is more useful than innate consumer in-
novativeness in identifying and understanding prospective early
adopters. While the literature has studied innate consumer innovative-
ness, our research aims to address the gap in analogous knowledge
of consumer-speciﬁc antecedents and consumption-speciﬁc conse-
quences of IWTPI.
Fig. 1 presents our conceptual framework, research questions (RQ),
and hypotheses. RQ1 deals with the consumer-speciﬁc antecedents of
IWTPI, which have not yet been explored by the literature. Such knowl-
edgewould helpmanagers identify consumers with a high likelihood of
buying expensive innovations. We posit that IWTPI varies by the ﬁnan-
cial value which consumers with different demographic proﬁles and
personalities attach to innovations. Also, we posit that it varies by ﬁnan-
cial aspects such as current income, expected income, and spending
habits. RQ2 asks how the importance of these antecedents varies across
countries with different cultural values and levels of economic develop-
ment. Knowledge of suchmoderating effects is grounded in the cultural
and economic dependency of consumer values identiﬁed by interna-
tional marketing (Abulaiti et al., 2011), and could guide ﬁrms in differ-
entiating product launch strategies internationally. RQ3 focuses on
consequences of IWTPI for consumer preference structures, which we
conceptualize as the relative importance of different aspects of prod-
ucts, services, and brands in the formation of customer satisfaction
(Frank et al., 2012, 2013). That is, we describe consumers as having a
strong [weak] preference for something that contributes strongly
[weakly] to their satisfaction and as lacking preference for something
that does not contribute to their satisfaction. We predict that IWTPI
moderates the formation of customer satisfaction, which is inﬂuenced
by perceived quality, perceived value, pre-purchase quality expecta-
tions, perceived competitive advantages, public brand image, and social
recognition, as has been shown by the cross-contextually validFig. 1. Conceptual framework, research questions,American and European Customer Satisfaction Indices and context-
speciﬁc studies (Fornell et al., 1996; Frank, 2012; Frank et al., 2013;
Johnson et al., 2001). Knowledge of such consequences of IWTPI
would inform managers on what is necessary to sell industry-speciﬁc
innovations to early adopters in order to initiate the diffusion process.
As consumer preferences are contingent upon industry context (Frank
et al., 2014a), RQ4 asks whether these consequences of IWTPI differ be-
tween products and services. Such knowledge would guide marketers
in tailoring the product launch strategy to the speciﬁc industry context.
Of further note, IWTPI is conceptualized as an innate, consumer-speciﬁc
trait, rather than as a trait speciﬁc to concrete purchase situations. Con-
sequently, product-speciﬁc price information would be relevant to the
study of consumption-speciﬁc consequences of IWTPI, rather than
consumer-speciﬁc antecedents.
We will investigate these research questions with consumer data
from ten industries in Germany (developed; Western culture) and
Indonesia (developing; Asian Islamic culture). When analyzing the an-
tecedents of IWTPI, we will further use data from Bolivia (developing;
Western culture), USA (developed;Western culture), and Japan (devel-
oped; Asian culture) to examine the generalizability of our results relat-
ed to RQ1 and to beneﬁt from greater cross-country variance in cultural
and economic conditions when addressing RQ2.
2. Development of hypotheses
This section will present our hypotheses about the antecedents to
IWTPI, the moderating effects of IWTPI on the formation of customer satis-
faction, and their differences between products and services (see Fig. 1). As
IWTPI incorporates the concepts of innate consumer innovativeness and
willingness to pay, we will draw on arguments and results from these re-
search areas to develop our hypotheses. Bartels and Reinders (2011) and
Hoffmann and Soyez (2010) provide good reviews of this literature.
2.1. Consumer-speciﬁc antecedents to IWTPI
Theoretical framework: demography, resources, and values as drivers of
behavior. The literature on the antecedents of consumer innovativeness
and early adoption tends to focus on variables that mainly belong to
one of three groups: demography, ﬁnancial resources, and values.hypotheses, and degree of empirical support.
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cessible tomarketers (Homburg et al., 2013) and constitute the physical
characteristics (e.g., age, gender) of a consumer, which are presumed to
affect behavioral patterns (Steenkamp and Burgess, 2002; Lambert-
Pandraud and Laurent, 2010). Financial resources provide the ability
to purchase innovative products and services and thus are considered
an essential prerequisite to the early adoption process (Steenkamp
and Burgess, 2002; Stremersch and Tellis, 2004). Finally, values are de-
ﬁned as desirable end states ormodes of conduct that transcend speciﬁc
situations and guide the selection and evaluation of behavior (Rokeach,
1973). Among different facets of human personality, values are consid-
ered important drivers of early adoption because they constitute moti-
vational forces to pursue goals and intentions such as those relevant
to the early adoption process (Steenkamp and Burgess, 2002). Personal
cultural values, which are consumer-level measures of cultural dimen-
sions pertaining to the renowned frameworks of either Hofstede or
GLOBE (Hofstede and Hofstede, 2005; House et al., 2004), form an im-
portant class of values whose inﬂuence on consumer innovativeness is
frequently investigated (Sharma, 2010; Steenkamp et al., 1999). In an
analogous fashion, the literature on country-level drivers of early adop-
tion behaviors tends to discuss the inﬂuence of economics vs. culture on
motivational processes in early adoption behaviors (Chandrasekaran
and Tellis, 2008; van Everdingen and Waarts, 2003; Stremersch and
Tellis, 2004; Yaveroglu and Donthu, 2002). Against this theoretical
backdrop, our research focuses on demography, ﬁnancial situation
(ﬁnancial resources and spending-related values), and personal values
(cultural and other value dimensions) as possible determinants of a
consumer's IWTPI (RQ1), and analogously on population size, economic
development, and cultural values as possible cross-country moderators
of the formation of IWTPI (RQ2) (see Fig. 1).
Demography. Our hypotheses on consumer-speciﬁc antecedents to
IWTPI include effects of consumers' demographic proﬁle, ﬁnancial situ-
ation, and personal values on IWTPI. Due to the conceptual structure of
IWTPI, the formation process of IWTPImay have characteristics deriving
from the formation processes of innate consumer innovativeness and
willingness to pay. The development of our hypotheses about demo-
graphic antecedents will center on the effects of sex and age.
On onehand, the literature on consumer innovativeness tends to hy-
pothesize that consumer innovativeness is higher for men than women
and for younger than older people (Bartels and Reinders, 2011). One
reason for these hypotheses is that risk aversion and traditional orienta-
tion, which negatively affect consumer innovativeness (Aldás-Manzano
et al., 2009; Shannon and Mandhachirara, 2008; Steenkamp et al.,
1999), are more pronounced for women than men and for older than
younger consumers (Botwinick, 1978; Lambert-Pandraud and Laurent,
2010; Schwartz and Rubel-Lifschitz, 2005). Moreover, higher age leads
to lower willingness to change life pattern (Botwinick, 1978), less ex-
ploratory behavior (Lesser and Kunkle, 1991), and greater attachment
to things (Lambert-Pandraud and Laurent, 2010). These effects should
lower thewillingness to switch to innovative newproducts and services
and thus also reduce consumer innovativeness (Lambert-Pandraud and
Laurent, 2010).
However, the empirical literature does not uniformly support these
hypotheses. While some studies ﬁnd that consumer innovativeness is
higher for men than women and for older than younger consumers
(Goldsmith et al., 2005; Lambert-Pandraud and Laurent, 2010), others
do not conﬁrm these hypotheses (Clark and Goldsmith, 2006; Im
et al., 2003; Steenkamp and Burgess, 2002).
On the other hand, innate willingness to pay depends on both
the ability to pay price premiums and innate psychological
needs making it worth spending extra money (Blanchard, 2006;
Cameron and James, 1987; Monroe, 1990; Wertenbroch and
Skiera, 2002). In most contexts, personal income, and thus the abil-
ity to pay, is greater for men than women and for older than younger
people. However, these demographic differences may depend on cultur-
al values and the national context.In summary, studies on consumer innovativeness andwillingness to
pay converge in implying that IWTPI may be higher for men than
women, whereas they diverge in implying whether IWTPI may be
higher for younger (consumer innovativeness) or older (willingness to
pay) consumers. Since our theoretical framework controls for the effects
of income and spending orientation (H2a–d, see Fig. 1), the partial effect
of age can be presumed to be closer to ﬁndings for consumer innova-
tiveness. As reﬂected by mixed empirical results in the literature,
these effects might vary across national contexts.
Our section on ﬁnancial and personality-related antecedents of IWTPI
will develop hypotheses related to some, but not all, of the proposed pro-
cesses through which gender and age might affect IWTPI: income (H2a)
and risk aversion/low exploratory behavior (H3a). Thus, gender and age
mayhavenot onlydirect effects on IWTPI, as hypothesizedhere, but also in-
direct effects mediated by income (satisfaction) (H2a/b) and the stress
avoidance sub-dimension of uncertainty avoidance (H3a).
H1a/b. (a) Female (vs. male) gender and (b) age have negative effects
on IWTPI.
Financial situation. Income might inﬂuence IWTPI via innate con-
sumer innovativeness or willingness to pay. On one hand, many studies
have examined the effects of income on consumer innovativeness.
While some ﬁnd a positive effect (Blake et al., 2003; Steenkamp
and Burgess, 2002), others do not (Im et al., 2003; Jeong et al.,
2009). Hence, incomemay not always inﬂuence IWTPI via consumer in-
novativeness. After all, interest without purchasing actions does not
necessarily require ﬁnancial resources. On the other hand, innate will-
ingness to pay depends on the ability to pay and thus on income
(Frank and Enkawa, 2009), which implies a positive effect of income
on IWTPI. In many cultural and legal contexts (such as some contexts of
our empirical study), it is not possible for ﬁrms to collect income informa-
tiondue toprivacy concerns. In these situations, incomesatisfaction is anef-
fective measure that often mediates the effect of income on consumer
attitudes and behaviors (Frank and Enkawa, 2009). The effects of income
and income satisfaction on IWTPI should follow the same pattern, but par-
tial adjustment of consumer expectations to the current income levelmight
attenuate the effect of income satisfaction (Frank and Enkawa, 2009). Most
economic studies transform income-related variables to reﬂect decreasing
returns of income.However, the importance of discretionary income, rather
than basic income, to the purchase of innovations (Bartels and Reinders,
2011; Blanchard, 2006) would suggest that conversely transforming in-
come and income satisfaction to reﬂect increasing returns (e.g., by squar-
ing) is more appropriate for modeling the formation of IWTPI.
Whereas the literature on consumer innovativeness only accounts
for effects of current income,we posit that expectations of future chang-
es in the ﬁnancial household situation (e.g., caused by income changes
or plannedmajor expenditures) have similar effects because consumers
adjust their current spending behavior to expected changes of their
ﬁnancial situation (Blanchard, 2006; Frank and Enkawa, 2009).
While current and expected income enables consumers to spend
money, personal values and habits should contribute towhether they actu-
ally use theirmoney topurchase innovations.We thusposit that consumers
saving money for the future, rather than spending it for fun now, tend to
spend less of their money on the latest innovations unless necessary. Al-
though this hypothesis hasnot yet beenproperly examined in the literature
on consumer innovativeness, Eisingerich and Rubera (2010) ﬁnd that
brand innovativeness causes weaker commitment among long- than
short-term-oriented consumers. This resembles our argumentation if sav-
ings vs. spending orientation reﬂects long- vs. short-term orientation.
H2a/b. (a) Income and (b) income satisfaction have positive effects on
IWTPI.
H2c. Financial expectations have a positive effect on IWTPI.
H2d. The tendency to save money for the future, rather than spend it
for fun now, has a negative effect on IWTPI.
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uation, personal values may inﬂuence IWTPI. Our previous two hypoth-
eses partially capture effects of personal values because ﬁnancial
expectations (H2c) and spending orientation (H2d) depend on both ﬁ-
nancial resources and personality. The literature on the importance of
values in the formation of consumer innovativeness and early adoption
behaviors has focused on cultural and social context variables (Bartels
and Reinders, 2011; Chandrasekaran and Tellis, 2008; van Everdingen
and Waarts, 2003; Sharma, 2010; Yaveroglu and Donthu, 2002).
We posit that a subset of these variables may be equally relevant to
the formation of IWTPI.
First, among the established personal cultural value dimensions, we
posit that uncertainty avoidance is likely to relate to IWTPI. While the
past literature has treated uncertainty avoidance as unidimensional,
Venaik and Brewer (2010) identify two distinct sub-dimensions of un-
certainty avoidance: stress avoidance and rule orientation. Stress avoid-
ance deals with reducing the stress caused by anxiety about uncertain
situations that involve new and different things and concepts (Hofstede
and Hofstede, 2005; Venaik and Brewer, 2010). In contrast, rule orienta-
tion reﬂects the reliance on rules and rituals to reduce the anxiety about
an uncertain future (House et al., 2004; Venaik and Brewer, 2010). We
posit that these sub-dimensions differentially impact IWTPI.
Regarding stress avoidance, the literature reports that consumer in-
novativeness is negatively inﬂuenced by resultant conservation and by
uncertainty avoidance operationalized through scales of stress avoid-
ance (Schaninger and Sciglimpaglia, 1981; Steenkampet al., 1999). Sim-
ilarly, it reports that consumer innovativeness is positively inﬂuenced
by openness to new things (Chandrasekaran and Tellis, 2008), an
experimenting personality (Kirton and de Ciantis, 1986), an adventur-
ous personality (Carne and Kirton, 1982), and novelty seeking
(conceptual article: Roehrich, 2004), which are all concepts reﬂecting
low stress avoidance. The multitude of such ﬁndings leads us to predict
an analogous negative effect of stress avoidance on IWTPI.
Regarding ruleorientation, ChandrasekaranandTellis (2008)argue,with-
out conclusiveﬁndings, that consumerswithapreference for rules and rituals
tend to adopt the latest innovations toward off uncertainty about the future.
That is, theadditional utilityobtained fromnewfunctionalitiesof the latest in-
novationsmay help optimize the effectiveness of rituals, standardized proce-
dures, and other self-imposed rules in consumers' lives and thusmaybe very
valuable to consumers desiring such rules. Based on this rationale,we predict
an analogous positive effect of rule orientation, operationalized through a
preference for standardized procedures, on IWTPI.
Second, among the various social context variables, we posit that the
importance of status symbols positively impacts IWTPI. In the area of
consumer innovativeness, studies show that status consumption
(Goldsmith et al., 2010), capacity for status (Gough, 1975), social pres-
ence (Gough, 1975), and social identiﬁcation (Grewal et al., 2000) pos-
itively affect consumer innovativeness. These results may support the
notion that consumers purchase the latest innovations to signal status
(e.g., to demonstrate afﬁliation with certain groups). In the area of will-
ingness to pay, the theory of conspicuous consumption suggests that
the desire to signal status enhances innate willingness to pay (Bagwell
and Bernheim, 1996). Hence, we predict that the importance of status
signals positively inﬂuences IWTPI.
H3a/b. Among the sub-dimensions of uncertainty avoidance, stress
avoidance has a negative effect on IWTPI, whereas rule orientation has
a positive effect on IWTPI.
H3c. The importance of status symbols has a positive effect on IWTPI.2.2. Consequences of IWTPI for preference structures in the formation of
customer satisfaction
Moderating effects of IWTPI on the formation of customer satisfac-
tion would show that consumers with different levels of IWTPI valuedifferent aspects of the focal products and services, and thus we can
say that they have different consumer preference structures (Frank
et al., 2012, 2013). Such knowledge would enable managers to tailor
the marketing mix to the needs of consumers preferring to buy either
new or established products, which improves marketing effectiveness
in both segments (Homburg et al., 2013).
Theoretical framework: the formation of customer satisfaction. As a
theoretical framework for modeling the formation of customer satisfac-
tion,we drawon the established, cross-contextually valid American and
European Customer Satisfaction Indices (Fornell et al., 1996; Johnson
et al., 2001) and context-speciﬁc studies. In line with this framework,
our researchmodel includes the following antecedents to customer sat-
isfaction (all with positive effects): perceived quality, perceived value,
pre-purchase quality expectations (Choi et al., 2014; Fornell et al.,
1996; Frank et al., 2012, 2013), perceived competitive advantages
(Frank, 2012; Vázquez-Carrasco and Foxall, 2006), public brand image
(Frank et al., 2012, 2013, 2014a; Johnson et al., 2001), and social recog-
nition (Fischer et al., 2010; Frank, 2012; Frank et al., 2014b).
As measures of the functional performance of products and services
and their superiority relative to alternative market offerings, perceived
quality and perceived competitive advantages strongly inﬂuence cus-
tomer satisfaction (Choi et al., 2014; Fornell et al., 1996; Frank, 2012).
Perceived value is deﬁned as perceived quality compared to the price
paid for a product or service. Pre-purchase expectations have been
discussed as exerting positive (assimilation theory: Anderson, 1973)
and negative inﬂuences (expectancy disconﬁrmation theory: Churchill
and Surprenant, 1982) on customer satisfaction. Since these inﬂuences
neutralize each other, studies tend to detect small positive or non-
signiﬁcant effects (Fornell et al., 1996; Frank et al., 2013). Representing
the social role of consumption, the effects of public brand image and so-
cial recognition on customer satisfaction reﬂect the social beneﬁts of
aligning consumption behavior with perceived public preferences
(Fischer et al., 2010; Johnson et al., 2001). Public brand image is the per-
ceived public opinion of a brand and plays a crucial role in the a priori
identiﬁcation of brands with social beneﬁts (Frank et al., 2013;
Johnson et al., 2001; Wang, 2014). By contrast, social recognition is
the a posteriori perception that using certain products and services
has led to positive social feedback (Choi et al., 2014; Fischer et al.,
2010; Frank, 2012; Frank et al., 2014b).
Effects of IWTPI on the importance of perceived functional performance
and perceived value. The close relationship between IWTPI and the con-
cepts of innate consumer innovativeness and innate willingness to pay
implies that IWTPI relates positively to the importance of functional
performance and negatively to the importance of price in evaluating
products and services. Given the set of antecedents to customer satisfac-
tion in our researchmodel, we thus predict that IWTPI positively affects
the importance of perceived quality and perceived competitive advan-
tages, which reﬂect perceived functional performance (Choi et al.,
2014; Frank, 2012; Johnson et al., 2001).When controlling for the effect
of perceived quality, the partial effect of perceived value on customer
satisfaction reﬂects the importance of price (Fornell et al., 1996).
Hence, we posit that IWTPI negatively affects the importance of per-
ceived value in customer evaluations. This effect should be particularly
pronounced because not only innate willingness to pay, but also con-
sumer innovativeness, exerts a negative inﬂuence on the importance
of price (Goldsmith et al., 2003, 2010).
H4a/b. IWTPI positively moderates the direct effects of (a) perceived
quality and (b) perceived competitive advantages on customer
satisfaction.
H5. When controlling for perceived quality, IWTPI negatively moder-
ates the direct effect of perceived value on customer satisfaction.
Effects of IWTPI on the importance of social beneﬁts of consumption.
The literature shows that consumer innovativeness relates positively
to opinion leadership (Goldsmith and Hofacker, 1991; Girardi et al.,
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Simpson, 2006; Shoham and Ruvio, 2008) and the social identity func-
tion of product-related attitudes (Grewal et al., 2000). As IWTPI partially
derives from innate consumer innovativeness, these results may imply
that IWTPI relates positively to the importance of social beneﬁts of con-
sumption. IWTPI thus may enhance the importance of public brand
image, which helps consumers identify popular brands before the pur-
chase and ensure a priori that social beneﬁts will arise from consump-
tion (Fischer et al., 2010; Frank et al., 2013; Johnson et al., 2001;
Wang, 2014). In a similar vein, IWTPI may increase the importance of
social recognition,which is the a posteriori perception that using certain
products and services has led to positive social feedback and thus repre-
sents experienced social beneﬁts (Choi et al., 2014; Frank, 2012; Frank
et al., 2014b). This effect may be even stronger than reported in the
literature on consumer innovativeness because willingness to pay for
innovations presupposes a greater return on investment, in terms of
social recognition, than mere interest in innovations.
H6a/b. IWTPI positivelymoderates the direct effects of (a) public brand
image and (b) social recognition, received for using products and ser-
vices, on customer satisfaction.
Differences between products and services. For a general, cross-
industry understanding of these mechanisms, it is crucial to compre-
hend how the effects of IWTPI on preference structures differ between
products and services. Even in the literature on consumer innovative-
ness, no study has looked at such industry differences. Furthermore, dis-
tinct sets of variables (and thus omitted variable biases)make it difﬁcult
to generalize the differences among single-industry studies as differ-
ences between products and services.
From a theoretical perspective, our hypotheses H4a to H6b are valid
for both products and services. As H4a to H5 are immediate conse-
quences of the close relationship between IWTPI and the concepts of
consumer innovativeness and willingness to pay, they could be valid
across contexts. Moreover, H6a/b are based on both product- and
service-speciﬁc ﬁndings. While the hypothesized effects thus should
apply to products and services, their strength may vary across these
contexts. Based on the literature on differences between products and
services, we will suggest that the moderating effects of IWTPI on the
inﬂuences of perceived quality, perceived comparative advantages
(H4a/b), andperceived value (H5) on customer satisfaction are less pro-
nounced for services than products.
Services tend to be less innovative than products because greater
difﬁculty in obtaining patents makes it easier to copy service innova-
tions and, hence, leads to lower incentives for investments in service in-
novation (Fitzsimmons et al., 2014; Homburg et al., 2013). Therefore,
consumers with a strong interest in innovation may be less attracted
by the features of new services than products. Moreover, services natu-
rally suffer from greater quality variability than products because they
are produced in the presence of customers and quality control is thus
imperfect (Berry, 1995; Hess et al., 2003; Tax et al., 1998). Even innova-
tive consumersmay adjust their expectations to this reality and become
more forgiving toward quality defects. For these reasons, we expect the
hypothesized positive moderating effect of IWTPI on how perceived
quality affects customer satisfaction (H4a) to be less pronounced for
services than products.
Services also tend to be more difﬁcult to compare than products
because they have fewer search quality attributes and more credence
quality attributes (Berry, 1995; Zeithaml et al., 2012). In order to iden-
tify the best innovations among competing offerings, innovative
consumers have a particular focus on search quality attributes
(Steenkamp and Burgess, 2002). As the difﬁculty in comparing offer-
ings limits exploratory behavior in service industries (Berry, 1995;
Homburg et al., 2013), innovative consumers may not be able to iden-
tify and thus value competitive advantages as much for services as for
products. In other words, we posit that the hypothesized positive
moderating effect of IWTPI on the effect of perceived comparativeadvantages on customer satisfaction (H4b) is less pronounced for ser-
vices than products.
Moreover, the greater difﬁculty in comparing offerings makes it
harder for all consumers, whether with high or low IWTPI, to compare
prices of services than products because price comparisons require con-
sumers to identify analogies in the functional performance of competing
offerings (Fitzsimmons et al., 2014; Homburg et al., 2013; Zeithaml
et al., 2012). Therefore, consumers with high and low IWTPI should dif-
fer less in the importance attached to price in evaluating services than
products. In other words, when controlling for the effect of perceived
quality, the hypothesized negative moderating effect of IWTPI on the
partial effect of perceived value on customer satisfaction (H5) is pre-
sumably less pronounced for services than products.
H7a/b. The positive moderating effects of IWTPI on the direct effects of
(a) perceived quality [see H4a] and (b) perceived competitive advan-
tages [see H4b] on customer satisfaction are weaker for services than
products.
H8. The negative moderating effect of IWTPI on the direct effect of per-
ceived value [see H5] on customer satisfaction is weaker for services
than products.3. Methodology
3.1. Main study on antecedents and consequences of IWTPI
(Germany, Indonesia)
Survey design. In order to test these hypotheses, we designed a sur-
vey consisting of three sections. Section 1 (one page) poses general
questions on the respondents' demographic proﬁle (H1a/b). Section 2
(one page) poses personal questions on IWTPI (all hypotheses), ﬁnan-
cial situation (H2a–d), and personal values (H3a–c). Finally, section 3
(10 pages) poses questions concerning the formation of customer satis-
faction (H4a–H6b). To test for differences between products and ser-
vices (H7a–H8), section 3 repeats the industry-speciﬁc set of
questions on the formation of customer satisfaction for ten industries:
automobiles, mobile phones, personal computers, shampoo (products),
banks, fast food restaurants, hairdressers, hospitals, mobile carriers, and
supermarkets (services). In linewith calls for a shift fromexcessive rigor
toward relevance in academicmarketing studies (Lehmann et al., 2011),
this choice of diverse market structures (in terms of switching costs,
products/services, repurchase cycles, prices, tangibility) should enhance
the external validity of results and limit the risk of contextual biases.
Our survey design followed the procedures of Rossiter (2002),
Drolet and Morrison (2001), and Bergkvist and Rossiter (2007, 2009)
who improved traditional concepts of scale design (Lehmann et al.,
2011). Speciﬁcally, they proved incorrect the conventional notion that
reﬂective multi-item scales are always preferable to single-item scales.
Bergkvist and Rossiter (2007, 2009) showed that (so-called doubly con-
crete) constructs with concrete singular objects and concrete attributes
should be measured with single-item scales. Further items do not add
any predictive validity, run the risk of tapping into other predictive attri-
butes not covered by the construct, and increase common method var-
iance. As examples of constructs with concrete singular objects and
concrete attributes, they cited perceived quality and overall brand atti-
tude. Since our surveywas to ask questions on concrete singular objects
(e.g., a consumer's primarily used brand) andmeasure constructs falling
into Bergkvist and Rossiter's (2007, 2009) deﬁnition of concrete attri-
butes, we used single-item scales.
Beyond the arguments of Bergkvist and Rossiter (2007, 2009), an-
other reason for using single-item scales was that the limited question-
naire length for which consumers provide unbiased answers forced us
to choose between two survey options: 1) one survey with single-
item scales for ten industries and very large industry-speciﬁc sample
sizes and 2) separate surveys for different industries with multi-item
257B. Frank et al. / Technological Forecasting & Social Change 99 (2015) 252–266scales and very small industry-speciﬁc sample sizes. We preferred the
single-item large-sample option (1) over the multi-item small-sample op-
tion (2) for two reasons. First, overly small consumer samples are usually
not representative enough, which can outweigh potential beneﬁts of
multi-item scales, especially for our doubly concrete constructs (Bergkvist
and Rossiter, 2007, 2009). Second, a survey integrating questions on ten in-
dustries eliminates confounding effects of personal sampling error in cross-
industry comparisons, which is crucial to testing H7a–H8. Distinct samples
for distinct industriesmay lead to the erroneous detection of cross-industry
effect variations that are actually caused by differences in sample composi-
tion and unobserved personal characteristics.
To assess the cross-national generalizability of our hypotheses and
thus the relevance of our conclusions to a wide audience (Lehmann
et al., 2011), we conducted our survey in two entirely distinct national
contexts differing so greatly that commonalities in observed effects
would provide evidence of generalizable phenomena: Germany
(Western, developed, Christian) and Indonesia (Eastern, developing,
Islamic). We obtained our scales from the English literature, translated
them to German/Indonesian and back (other independent persons),
held group discussions to assure linguistic conformity, pre-tested
them with independent native consumers, and improved them contin-
uously. A subset of the German data has previously been used for re-
search, but not in relationship with IWTPI (Frank, 2012).
The questionnaire contains the following 10-point scales (all sources
cited in Appendices A and B): (IWTPI; anchors: never/always) “Are
you willing to pay price premiums to obtain the latest innovations?”;
(income satisfaction; extremely dissatisﬁed/satisﬁed) “How satisﬁed
are you with your income?”; (ﬁnancial expectations; worsen/improve
drastically) “How do you expect the ﬁnancial situation of your house-
hold to change over the next 12 months?” To assess personal values,
the questionnaire contains 5-point scales where respondents choose
their relative position between two anchors: (future-oriented savings
[vs. spending for fun now]) “I am spending a lot of money and having
fun” (1) vs. “I am saving a lot of money for the future” (5); (uncertainty
avoidance: stress avoidance) “What is different is curious” (1) vs. “What
is different is dangerous” (5); (uncertainty avoidance: rule orientation)
“Standardized procedures are troublesome” (1) vs. “Standardized pro-
cedures are helpful” (5); (importance of status symbols) “Status sym-
bols are not important to me” (1) vs. “Status symbols are important to
me” (5). Unfortunately, the questions on income satisfaction and ﬁnan-
cial expectations were not used in Indonesia as they caused severe dis-
comfort in pre-tests. For the same reason, the ﬁnal survey in both
countries did not measure respondents' income (H2a).
For all industries, the questionnaire asks respondents to evaluate
their primarily used brand and its products/services, for which they
have personal purchase experience (i.e., not purchased by others for
them) (American Customer Satisfaction Index procedure: Fornell
et al., 1996). For the example of automobiles, it contains the following
10-point scales: (customer satisfaction; anchors: extremely dissatis-
ﬁed/satisﬁed) “What is your overall satisfactionwith this automobile?”;
(perceived quality; extremely low/high) “How is the quality of your au-
tomobile?”; (perceived value; extremely low/high) “How is the quality
of your automobile compared with the price you initially paid for it?”;
(initial quality expectations; extremely low/high) “When purchasing
this automobile, what were your expectations regarding its quality?”;
(social recognition; very negatively/positively) “Has the purchase and
use of this automobile affected howothers view you?”; (perceived com-
petitive advantages; extremely few/many) “Howmany competitive ad-
vantages does this automobile have over comparable automobiles of
other car manufacturers?”; (public brand image; extremely bad/good)
“What is your perception of the overall public brand image of this
manufacturer?” Considering that some scholars might dislike the non-
standard (but valuable) construct of competitive advantages, we ex-
cluded it from the Indonesian survey and our main analyses, restricted
it to supplementary analyses, and will treat H4b/H7b as supplementary
hypotheses for interested readers.Data collection. Based on this questionnaire, we collected consumer
data in Germany (Hessen, Bayern, Baden-Württemberg, Rheinland-
Pfalz, Bremen) duringNovember 2009 and in Indonesia (Depok, Jakarta,
Banten, Bandung, Bali) from October to December 2011. We systemati-
cally chose a balanced mix of target locations such as public places,
malls, universities, managerial conferences, ﬁrms, and public institu-
tions, which would maximize the sample representativeness under
budget restrictions. While some survey participants ﬁlled out the ques-
tionnaires immediately, others returned them by mail. The response
rate was 39%/46%. Armstrong and Overton's (1977) method of compar-
ing early (immediate) and late (latestmail: closest to non-respondents)
respondents did not show any non-response bias. Without missing
data, the sample contains 799/361 consumers and 7143/2791
industry-speciﬁc sets of answers (see Appendices B and C for descrip-
tive statistics). It is focused on urban areas and overstates the number
of male (Indonesia: equal gender distribution), young, and educated
respondents, which may have increased the number of innovative
consumers in the sample. While this sample structure deviates from
theunderlyingpopulation structure and thusmay lack overall represen-
tativeness, it provides a clearer picture of the relatively small percentage
of highly innovative consumers in the population, balances the compar-
ison between innovative and non-innovative consumers, and conse-
quently enhances the power of discriminating innovative and non-
innovative consumers (Goldsmith et al., 2005; Lambert-Pandraud and
Laurent, 2010). Therefore, this sample structure enabled us to conduct
a methodologically more valid comparison between consumers with
high vs. low IWTPI than would have been possible with a more repre-
sentative sample structure that only contains a very small share of con-
sumers with high IWTPI. To minimize adverse effects of this bias, all
analyses controlled for age and gender.
Data validation. Our study followed Lindell and Whitney's (2001)
procedure to prevent and detect common method variance (CMV). To
reduce CMV, we varied the scale anchors. Moreover, the smallest posi-
tive correlation in the dataset can be considered an upper bound for
CMV (Lindell and Whitney, 2001). As several correlations among the
hypothesized antecedents to IWTPI are small, non-signiﬁcant, and neg-
ative, CMV is thus not an issue in this study. Likewise, Harman's single-
factor test (Podsakoff et al., 2003) does not indicate any problemof CMV
in this study.
To assess the external validity of our consumer data, we compared
our German customer satisfaction industry averages with data for
the four overlapping industries of the German Customer Monitor
(Servicebarometer, 2010), which resembles the American Customer
Satisfaction Index study. The customer satisfaction industry averages
of our study (higher values represent higher customer satisfaction;
cars 7.78; mobile phones 7.35; banks 7.25; supermarkets 7.03) and
this study (lower values represent higher customer satisfaction; car-
related industries of car repair 1.93, automobile clubs 1.96, and car rent-
al 2.02; mobile phones: 2.24; banks: 2.26; supermarkets 2.34) rank in
the same order.
3.2. Additional study on antecedents to IWTPI and consumer innovativeness
(Bolivia, USA, Japan)
In order to enhance our understanding of cross-country differences
in the formation of IWTPI and compare these results to the formation
of consumer innovativeness, we conducted additional surveys in
Bolivia (Cochabamba, Santa Cruz, La Paz; sample size: 913; response
rate: 44%) from December 2010 to January 2011, in the USA (Salt Lake
City-Ogden; sample size: 643; response rate: 51%) from February to
April 2012, and in Japan (Tokyo region; two waves; total sample size:
466; response rate: 52%) from June to July 2011 (wave 1) and from
January to February 2012 (wave 2). These surveys do not deal with
the consequences of IWTPI across industries. For a comparison among
developing countries, we chose Bolivia (Western, Christian) as a con-
trast to Indonesia (Asian, Islamic). To compare developed countries
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moderately Shintoist/Buddhist) and the USA (Western, Christian) as a
contrast to Germany (Western, moderately Christian). All three surveys
followed the same procedure as ourmain study and have a similar sam-
ple structure that overstates the number of male (USA: virtually equal
gender distribution), young, and educated respondents and is focused
on urban areas. Using the tests noted previously, the additional samples
do not appear to involve any problems of non-response bias and CMV.
Unlike the main study, these additional surveys also ask for dispos-
able income and contain a consumer innovativeness scale with these
items (Sharma, 2010): “I am more interested in buying new than
known products”/“I like to buy new and different products”/“I am usu-
ally among the ﬁrst to try new products” (1–10: completely disagree/
agree). This scale has the following properties: (Bolivia) Cronbach's
α= .80; composite reliability (CR) = .82; average variance extracted
(AVE)= .61; (USA)α=.81; CR= .81; AVE= .59; (Japan, only included
in survey wave 1; sample size: 131)α= .85; CR= .85; AVE= .66. The
Japanese and U.S. surveys contain two more items for IWTPI to form a
multi-item scale (adapted from Laroche et al., 2001; Sharma, 2010): “I
am willing to pay 10% more to buy new rather than known products
and services”/“I am usually among the ﬁrst to buy innovative newprod-
ucts and services, even if they are relatively expensive” (1–10:
completely disagree/agree. USA: α= .88; CR = .88; AVE = .71. Japan:
α= .86; CR = .86; AVE = .68). Both scales fulﬁll standard criteria of
convergent and discriminant validity (Garson, 2012: α, CR N .7;
AVE N .5, squared correlations with other constructs). Moreover, the
simple correlation between IWTPI and consumer innovativeness is .23
in Bolivia, .41 in Japan, and .53 (all p b .001) in the USA. Hence, the dis-
criminant validity of these two concepts is higher in less developed
countries where interest in innovations does not easily translate into
willingness to pay for innovations. While we used the single-item
IWTPI scale for cross-national comparisons, we veriﬁed its reliability
by comparison with the results of the more complex multi-item IWTPI
scale in the USA and Japan (method proposed by Bergkvist and
Rossiter, 2007).3.3. Analytical approach
We used regression analysis with ordinary least squares estimation
to identify the antecedents to IWTPI (RQ1: H1a–H3c) and consumer in-
novativeness (for comparison), meta-analysis with Rosenthal's (1991)
standard estimation method to explore the cross-country variation in
the antecedents of IWTPI (RQ2), and hierarchical linear modeling
(HLM) with maximum likelihood estimation (see model structure in
Fig. 2) to analyze both themoderating effects of IWTPI on the formation
of customer satisfaction (RQ3: H4a–H6b) and their differences between
products and services (RQ4: H7a–H8). For these analyses, we chose the
standard linear model because the explanatory power of various non-Fig. 2. Structure of hierarchilinear models was not signiﬁcantly higher, but we transformed income
(satisfaction) by squaring in order to model increasing returns of in-
come (see H2a/b). In terms of structure, our models are the sum of a
constant term b0, coefﬁcient terms for all independent variables bixi,
and level-speciﬁc random terms εi. While the regression models only
contain one error term, our HLM models contain separate random
terms at each level and assign a speciﬁc level to each independent
variable as described in Fig. 2.4. Results
4.1. Antecedents to IWTPI and consumer innovativeness
To test our hypotheses about the formation of IWTPI (RQ1: H1a–
H3c), we conducted regression analyses with IWTPI as the dependent
variable along with the following independent variables: a gender
dummy (1: female;−1: male), age, squared income satisfaction (see
H2b, not available in Indonesia), ﬁnancial expectations (not available
in Indonesia, the USA, and the second survey wave in Japan), future-
oriented savings (vs. spending for fun now), stress avoidance (a sub-
dimension of uncertainty avoidance), rule orientation (another sub-
dimension of uncertainty avoidance: Venaik and Brewer, 2010), and im-
portance of status symbols. Table 1 contains the results for Germany,
Indonesia, Bolivia, the USA, and Japan (all data and wave 1 only). The
Breusch-Pagan test and variance inﬂation factors do not indicate any
problems of heteroskedasticity and multi-collinearity (Garson, 2012).
Although the range of R2 resembles analogous studies on consumer
innovativeness (Steenkamp et al., 1999), there seem to be further, yet
unidentiﬁed antecedents to IWTPI.
Our results show that IWTPI is higher among men than women
(H1a) in Germany, Indonesia, the USA, and Japan, but lower in Bolivia.
Age does not inﬂuence IWTPI in any country (H1b). Income satisfaction
(H2b) and ﬁnancial expectations (H2c) positively inﬂuence IWTPI in
Germany and Bolivia but not Japan. These indicators are not available
for Indonesia. Furthermore, income satisfaction positively inﬂuences
IWTPI in the USA. IWTPI is inﬂuencedmost strongly by income satisfac-
tion in Bolivia and by ﬁnancial expectations in Germany. When replac-
ing income satisfaction with disposable income (H2a, only available
for Bolivia, USA, and Japan), whichmany respondents refused to report,
the results are very similar (Bolivia: β= .166, p b .001. USA: β= .102,
p b .05. Japan: [all data] β= .056, n.s., [wave 1] β= .145, n.s.). Savings
(vs. spending for fun) orientation (H2d) reduces IWTPI in Germany, the
USA, and Japan (marginally) but not in Indonesia and Bolivia, where the
average savings orientation is very pronounced (see Appendix A). In
terms of personal values, stress avoidance (H3a) reduces IWTPI in
Germany and Indonesia but not in Bolivia, the USA, and Japan. Rule ori-
entation (H3b) increases IWTPI in Germany and Bolivia but not
Indonesia, the USA, and Japan. Finally, the importance of status symbolscal linear model (HLM).
Table 1
Antecedents to IWTPI: regression results (main study and additional study).
Category Independent variable Germany Indonesia Bolivia USA Japan Hypothesis
[all data] [wave 1]
β β β β β β
Demography Female (1, vs. male:−1) − .181⁎⁎⁎ − .120⁎ .074⁎ − .153⁎⁎ − .117⁎⁎ − .227⁎⁎ H1a:−
Age − .012 .050 − .024 − .033 .050 .012 H1b:−
Financial situation (Income satisfaction)2 .071⁎ n/a .131⁎⁎⁎ .073⁎ .013 − .026 H2b: +
Financial expectations .124⁎⁎⁎ n/a .086⁎ n/a n/a .038 H2c: +
Future-oriented savings (vs. spending for fun now) − .068⁎ − .013 − .041 − .144⁎⁎⁎ − .085† − .080 H2d:−
Personal values UA: stress avoidance − .085⁎ − .110⁎ − .020 .044 − .046 .001 H3a:−
UA: rule orientation .072⁎ − .043 .084⁎ − .072 − .033 − .123 H3b: +
Importance of status symbols .111⁎⁎⁎ .155⁎⁎ .077⁎ .302⁎⁎⁎ .269⁎⁎⁎ .364⁎⁎⁎ H3c: +
Adjusted R2 .081 .026 .044 .157 .083 .167
F 9.8⁎⁎⁎ 2.6⁎ 6.3⁎⁎⁎ 17.9⁎⁎⁎ 7.0⁎⁎⁎ 4.2⁎⁎⁎
Sample size 799 361 913 639 466 131
Notes: †p b .1; ⁎p b .05; ⁎⁎p b .01; ⁎⁎⁎p b .001. UA: uncertainty avoidance. Ordinary least squares estimation.
259B. Frank et al. / Technological Forecasting & Social Change 99 (2015) 252–266(H3c) enhances IWTPI in all countries. It is the strongest driver of IWTPI
in Japan, the USA, and Indonesia. These results are virtually unchanged
when replacing IWTPI by its multi-item construct, which we measured
in the USA and Japan. This conﬁrms the reliability of the single-item
IWTPI scale (Bergkvist and Rossiter, 2007). In summary, support for
the hypotheses is greatest in Germany (all but H1b supported, H2a
not tested). The results vary across countries in line with cultural,
socio-demographic, and economic aspects.
In addition, we analyzed the overall (i.e., not partial) effects of gen-
der (H1a) and age (H1b) on IWTPI by means of regression models not
containing any of the other independent variables. Regarding the direc-
tion and signiﬁcance level of coefﬁcients, these analyses lead to conclu-
sions identical to those drawn from the analysis in Table 1. Furthermore,
we testedwhether gender and agemight have not only direct effects on
IWTPI, but also indirect effects mediated by squared disposable income
(H2a), squared income satisfaction (H2b), or stress avoidance (H3a)
(see development of H1a/b). Our results show that age exerts a signiﬁ-
cant positive inﬂuence on stress avoidance in Bolivia, Japan, and the
USA, where stress avoidance does not inﬂuence IWTPI and thus cannot
be a mediator of any effects. By contrast, in Germany and Indonesia,
where stress avoidance inﬂuences IWTPI, age does not affect stress
avoidance. Gender does not affect stress avoidance in any of our survey
countries. Thus, the effects of gender and age on IWTPI do not appear to
be mediated by stress avoidance, but by other unmeasured processes
described in the development of H1a/b. Furthermore, age, but not gen-
der, exerts a signiﬁcant positive inﬂuence on squared incomeTable 2
Antecedents to innate consumer innovativeness: regression results (additional study).
Category Independent variable
Demography Female (1, vs. male:−1)
Age
Financial situation (Income satisfaction)2
Financial expectations
Future-oriented savings (vs. spending for fun now)
Personal values UA: stress avoidance
UA: rule orientation
Importance of status symbols
Adjusted R2
F
Sample size
Notes: †p b .1; ⁎p b .05; ⁎⁎p b .01; ⁎⁎⁎p b .001. UA: uncertainty avoidance. Ordinary least squaresatisfaction (not measured in Indonesia) and on squared disposable in-
come (not measured in Germany and Indonesia) in all countries except
Japan. Hence, age exerts a positive indirect effect through income (sat-
isfaction) on IWTPI that our hypothesis development expected to coun-
teract the predicted negative direct effect on IWTPI.
As this is the ﬁrst research on IWTPI, we sought to place our results
into perspective with extant knowledge of consumer innovativeness. In
Bolivia, the USA, and Japan [wave 1], we thus also analyzed the anteced-
ents to consumer innovativeness. Table 2 shows that consumer innova-
tiveness does not differ by sex. It decreases with age in Bolivia but not in
the USA and Japan. While these results mirror the contextual variation
of results found in the literature on consumer innovativeness (Bartels
and Reinders, 2011), they differ from the salient gender effects and
the absence of age effects in the formation of IWTPI. In Bolivia and the
USA, the importance of status symbols has a slightly stronger effect on
consumer innovativeness than on IWTPI, whereas this tendency is
opposite in Japan. The other ﬁnancial resources and personal values
have weaker effects on consumer innovativeness than on IWTPI.
Again, the results are similar when replacing income satisfaction by in-
come (Bolivia: β= .095, p b .05. USA: β= .052, n.s. Japan: β= .149,
n.s.). For further reference, we also found signiﬁcant correlations
(p b .001) between consumer innovativeness and IWTPI in all countries
(Bolivia: r = .229. Japan: r = .415. USA: r = .528). These moderate
correlations demonstrate that consumer innovativeness is related, but
clearly not identical, with IWTPI. This relationship is weaker in less
afﬂuent countries where many consumers with an interest in the latestUSA Bolivia Japan
[wave 1]
β β β
.005 − .027 − .110
− .146⁎⁎⁎ − .037 − .022
.065† .019 − .085
.038 n/a − .047
− .014 − .115⁎⁎ − .032
− .051 − .011 − .047
.062† − .046 − .065
.093⁎⁎ .281⁎⁎⁎ .182†
.038 .098 .001
5.4⁎⁎⁎ 11.0⁎⁎⁎ 1.0
908 644 131
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the necessary price premium to purchase such innovations.
Moreover, we conducted a meta-analysis (method by Rosenthal,
1991) of our results on the antecedents to IWTPI in order to clarify the
combined meaning of country-speciﬁc results and explore reasons be-
hind cross-country variations (RQ2). Table 3 lists the combined effect
size, expressed as a correlation (standard in meta-analysis), and the
combined level of signiﬁcance for each hypothesized effect. It shows
that our combined studies conﬁrm all hypotheses except H1b (age)
and H3b (rule orientation). Fail-safe N represents the expected number
of random studies averaging null effects necessary to force the com-
bined level of signiﬁcance to p N .05 (Rosenthal, 1991). Its high values
provide strong support for the robustness of our results, especially
regarding H3c.
To obtain a better understanding of the reasons behind cross-country
result variations (RQ2), we explored the role of the following cultural,
socio-demographic, and economic moderators of our hypothesized main
effects: power distance values, assertiveness values, humane orientation,
institutional collectivism (all data from House et al., 2004), masculinity
values (Hofstede and Hofstede, 2005), population, developed (1:
Germany, USA, Japan) vs. developing (−1: Bolivia, Indonesia) nation, and
gross domestic product (GDP) per capita in purchasing power parities
(PPP) (all CIA, 2012). The cross-country variation in some of the main ef-
fects can be explained by several alternative moderators.
As an explanation for the cross-country variation in the effect of gender
on IWTPI, we draw on Abulaiti et al.'s (2011) ﬁnding that countries with
more masculine (vs. feminine) cultures offer a consumption climate more
adapted to male than female preferences. Consequently, more masculine
culturesmight analogously bemorepermissive tomale expenditureson in-
novations and expect women to play more traditional roles in the family
with less access to the latest innovations. Our analysis in Table 3 conﬁrms
this moderating effect of masculinity values. Other factors contributing to
highermale than female IWTPI are a largerpopulation, ahigher stateof eco-
nomic development, higher purchasing power, and cultures valuing lower
power distance. Some of these effects might relate to masculinity values,
which prioritize economic success (Hofstede and Hofstede, 2005).
Regarding ﬁnancial antecedents to IWTPI, income satisfaction is
more inﬂuential in less developed countrieswith lower average income,
where low ability to pay may limit IWTPI. Income satisfaction is also
more important to the formation of IWTPI in countries with lowmascu-
linity values, low institutional collectivism, and high power distance
values. These cultural values relate to low economic development
(Hofstede and Hofstede, 2005; House et al., 2004). Conversely, future-
oriented savings (vs. spending for fun now) more strongly reduce
IWTPI in countrieswith higher economic development and higher aver-
age purchasing power. Lifestyle choices of how to use discretionary ﬁ-
nancial resources are thus more inﬂuential in environments where
such discretionary resources are abundant than scarce.
In terms of personality-related antecedents to IWTPI, stress avoid-
ance is less inﬂuential in countries with higher power distance values,
potentially because power distance values reﬂect trust in powerful enti-
ties such as ﬁrms (Hofstede and Hofstede, 2005) and thus might coun-
teract inherent fears, reﬂected by stress avoidance, that keep consumers
away from the latest innovations. The importance of status symbols
more strongly drives IWTPI in countries with larger populations, higher
economic development, higher average purchasing power, more pro-
nounced assertiveness values, more humane orientation, and more in-
tense institutional collectivism. Hence, the purchase of innovations as
status symbols requires ﬁnancial resources and supports self-assertion
and human interaction in larger collective entities, where identity
signaling is more difﬁcult and more important (Hofstede and
Hofstede, 2005; House et al., 2004). Finally, rule orientation is
more strongly associated with IWTPI in countries with higher
power distance values, lower assertiveness values, less humane
orientation, less institutional collectivism, and smaller popula-
tions). It thus appears that less socially and more hierarchically
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tarian and structure-seeking rather than social aspects of latest in-
novations. While H3b thus is not conﬁrmed in the combined
sample of all countries, it is conﬁrmed in a number of contexts.
4.2. Consequences of IWTPI for preference structures in the formation of
customer satisfaction
Using data from our main study (Germany, Indonesia), we tested
our hypotheses about moderating effects of IWTPI on the formation of
customer satisfaction (RQ3: H4a–H6b) and their differences between
products and services (RQ4: H7a–H8). Due to the cross-industry data
structure, we used cross-classiﬁed hierarchical linear modeling (HLM)
with customer satisfaction as the dependent variable. The HLM model
consists of two hierarchical dimensions (see Fig. 2). Along the personal
dimension, industry-speciﬁc responses for up to ten industries per
respondent (level 1) are nested within respondents (level 2). Along
the industry dimension, industry-speciﬁc responses (level 1) are nested
within industry contexts (level 2). As independent variables, our model
contains a gender dummy (1: female;−1: male), age, perceived quali-
ty, perceived competitive advantages (only in Germany), perceived
value, initial (pre-purchase) quality expectations, public brand image,
social recognition, IWTPI, and interactions of IWTPI with all otherTable 4
Consequences of IWTPI for the formation of customer satisfaction and differences between pro
Category Independent variable
Demography Female (1, vs. male:−1)
Age
Evaluation of products, services, and ﬁrms [PQ] Perceived quality
[PV] Perceived value (quality com
[QExp] Initial quality expectation
[Image] Public brand image
Perceived social feedback [SocR] Social recognition
Main and moderating effects of IWTPI [IWTPI] Innate willingness to pa
IWTPI × Female
IWTPI × Age
IWTPI × PQ
IWTPI × PV
IWTPI × QExp
IWTPI × Image
IWTPI × SocR
Differences between products and services Services (1, vs. products:−1)
Services × Female
Services × Age
Services × PQ
Services × PV
Services × QExp
Services × Image
Services × SocR
Interactions between IWTPI and differences between
products and services
IWTPI × Services
IWTPI × Services × Female
IWTPI × Services × Age
IWTPI × Services × PQ
IWTPI × Services × PV
IWTPI × Services × QExp
IWTPI × Services × Image
IWTPI × Services × SocR
[Additional measures in German dataset only] [CA] Perceived competitive adva
IWTPI × CA
Services × CA
IWTPI × Services × CA
HLM Pseudo R2 (−2 Restricted Log Likelihood)
Sample size
Notes: ⁎p b .05; ⁎⁎p b .01; ⁎⁎⁎p b .001. HLM Pseudo R2measure by Kreft and de Leeuw (1998). Ma
Fig. 2.independent variables. In order to test for differences between products
and services (H7a–H8), we added a service dummy (1: service; −1:
product) and included two-way interactions of this variable with all
other independent variables as well as three-way interactions of IWTPI
and these two-way interaction terms. All interaction terms are products
of centered variables. Our model also includes three level-speciﬁc inter-
cepts (industry-speciﬁc response, respondent, industry) and random
terms capturing the variation of level 1 effects across higher levels.
Table 4 presents the HLM results. The analyses explain 59.3%/81.8%
(pseudo R2 measure by Kreft and de Leeuw, 1998) of the variance in
customer satisfaction in Germany/Indonesia. In terms of direct main ef-
fects (of interest for testing the hypotheses), customer satisfaction is
most strongly inﬂuenced by perceived quality, followed by perceived
value, public brand image, perceived competitive advantages (available
only in Germany), and social recognition, whereas initial quality expecta-
tions do not have any effect (corresponds to Fornell et al., 1996; Johnson
et al., 2001). Adding perceived competitive advantages to the German
analysis only slightly affects the other coefﬁcients, but not in ways rele-
vant to the country comparison and the veriﬁcation of hypotheses.
For further information, we conducted additional HLM analyses to
calculate the indirect effects of perceived quality and perceived compet-
itive advantages (only in Germany) via perceived value on customer
satisfaction and of quality expectations and competitive advantagesducts and services: HLM results (main study).
Germany Indonesia Hypothesis
γ γ
− .018 − .012
.011 .094⁎
.528⁎⁎⁎ .616⁎⁎⁎
pared to price) .194⁎⁎⁎ .134⁎⁎⁎
s .006 .007
.107⁎⁎⁎ .113⁎⁎⁎
.032⁎⁎ .047⁎⁎⁎
y for innovations .120 − .155
− .011 .040⁎
− .006 .056
.000 .029 H4a: +
− .025⁎⁎ − .045⁎⁎⁎ H5:−
.004 − .013
− .017 .054⁎⁎⁎ H6a: +
.026⁎ − .021 H6b: +
− .037 − .041
− .010 − .015
.034⁎ − .001
− .073⁎⁎⁎ − .028
− .003 .017
− .020⁎ − .004
.065⁎⁎⁎ .012
.025⁎ .006
− .044 .235
− .020 − .033⁎
.012 − .043
− .025⁎ − .042⁎ H7a:−
.002 .044⁎⁎⁎ H8: +
.008 − .014
.010 .010
.006 − .017
ntages .065⁎⁎⁎
.022⁎ H4b: +
.048⁎⁎⁎
.003 H7b:−
.593 (22796) .818 (7173)
7143 2791
ximum likelihood estimation. The independent variables aremodeled at the level given in
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total (direct + indirect) effects of perceived quality (Germany/
Indonesia: γ= .621/.707), quality expectations (γ= .230/.422), and
perceived competitive advantages (Germany only: γ= .324) on cus-
tomer satisfaction are larger than their direct effects.
When adding the interaction terms of Table 4, the main effects do
not show anymajor changes (size, signiﬁcance). IWTPI exerts a positive
effect on customer satisfaction in the case of Indonesian women in
product industries, but not in general. Concerning our hypotheses,
higher IWTPI causes the effects of perceived quality (H4, products
only: H7a), perceived competitive advantages (H4b), public brand
image (H6a, only in Indonesia), and social recognition (H6b, only in
Germany) on customer satisfaction to become stronger and the effect
of perceived value (H5) to become weaker. The three-way interactions
indicate stronger moderating effects of IWTPI on the inﬂuences of per-
ceived quality (H7a) and perceived value (H8) but not perceived com-
petitive advantages (H7b) in the case of products than services. The
other moderating effects of IWTPI do not differ between products and
services.
Of further interest, the two-way interactions of the service dummy
show that there are no other differences in the formation of customer
satisfaction between products and services in Indonesia. By contrast,
customer satisfaction in Germany is inﬂuenced more strongly by public
brand image, social recognition, and perceived competitive advantages
and less strongly by perceived quality and quality expectations for ser-
vices than products. There are no signiﬁcant differences in the impor-
tance of perceived value and gender. Older German consumers derive
greater satisfaction from services than products. Controlling for these
differences, the level of customer satisfaction does not seem to generally
differ between products and services (main effect of service dummy).
5. Discussion and implications
Our research aimed to address the lack of studies on early adopters'
motivations and consumer preferences in contexts where prices are
higher for new products and services than established ones and where
enhanced willingness to pay thus is a precondition for early adoption
of innovations. In such contexts, early adopters are better characterized
by IWTPI (innatewillingness to pay for innovations) thanby innate con-
sumer innovativeness (mere interest in innovations) because not every
interest entails willingness to pay. We sought to ﬁnd answers to
research questions about the antecedents of IWTPI (RQ1), about the cul-
tural and economic contingency of their effects (RQ2), about the conse-
quences of IWTPI for the formation of customer satisfaction (RQ3), and
about the cross-industry variation in these consequences (RQ4). To cap-
ture the effect variation across industries (RQ4), we tested our hypoth-
eses about consequences of IWTPI with data from ten industries, which
we collected in Germany (developed; Western culture) and Indonesia
(developing; Asian Islamic culture). In order to explore the cross-
country variation in the antecedents of IWTPI (RQ2), we complemented
these data with further data collected from Bolivia (developing;
Western culture), the USA (developed; Western culture), and Japan
(developed; East Asian culture). Fig. 1 summarizes our conceptual
framework and research questions, as well as our hypotheses and
their degree of empirical support.
5.1. Antecedents of IWTPI: overall effects (RQ1) and cross-country
variation (RQ2)
Regarding the antecedents to IWTPI, we hypothesized that male
gender (H1a), age (H1b), income (H2a), income satisfaction (H2b),
ﬁnancial expectations (H2c), and the importance of status symbols
(H3c) have positive effects and that savings (vs. spending for fun)
orientation has a negative effect (H2d) on IWTPI. Regarding the sub-
dimensions of uncertainty avoidance (Venaik and Brewer, 2010), we
posited that stress avoidance negatively inﬂuences IWTPI (H3a),whereas rule orientation positively inﬂuences IWTPI (H3b). According
to our meta-analysis (see Table 3), all hypotheses except H1b (age)
ﬁnd support in our data, and H3b (rule orientation) is only supported
in speciﬁc contexts but not in general. Moreover, the effects vary across
countries in line with cultural, socio-demographic, and economic as-
pects. Our hypotheses are most broadly supported in Germany, poten-
tially also because our conceptual frames derive from studies on
Western developed countries.
While IWTPI tends to be higher for men than women, this tendency
is more pronounced in more masculine (vs. feminine) cultures. Hence,
masculine culturesmay reserve for themale gender role the right to de-
sire and purchase the latest innovations and, instead, may attribute a
more traditional role to women. These results represent an
innovation-related extension of Abulaiti et al.'s (2011) supermarket-
related ﬁnding that countries with more masculine (vs. feminine) cul-
tures tend to offer a consumption climatemore adapted tomale than fe-
male preferences.With respect to ﬁnancial antecedents to IWTPI, ability
to pay more strongly affects IWTPI in the less afﬂuent developing coun-
tries of our dataset,whereas lifestyle choices of spending orientation are
more inﬂuential in the more afﬂuent developed countries. Regarding
personality-related antecedents to IWTPI, rule orientationmore strong-
ly inﬂuences IWTPI inmore hierarchically and less socially oriented cul-
tures. By contrast, the importance of status symbols more strongly
inﬂuences IWTPI in more socially oriented cultures and more afﬂuent
countries. Hence, socially oriented cultures lead consumers to use the
latest innovations for social rather than utilitarian motives. Further-
more, inherent fears, reﬂected by stress avoidance, have a less negative
inﬂuence on IWTPI in cultures characterized by higher power distance
values where trust in ﬁrms as apparently powerful entities (Hofstede
and Hofstede, 2005) might counteract these fears.
These results also extend the literature on uncertainty avoidance,
which arguably may be one of the most inﬂuential cultural dimensions
in the ﬁeld of consumer behavior (Ogikubo et al., 2008). A recent com-
parison of the scales used by Hofstede and GLOBE, which have served as
the basis for scales used in the broader literature, indicates that uncer-
tainty avoidance has two distinct sub-dimensions: stress avoidance
and rule orientation (Venaik and Brewer, 2010). As we ﬁnd opposite
effects of these two sub-dimensions on IWTPI, our research gives cre-
dence to the critical importance of their distinction, justiﬁes their use
in future research, and indicates a need for scholars to align their argu-
mentation with the speciﬁc sub-dimension of uncertainty avoidance
reﬂected by the purpose and scales of their study.
As this is the ﬁrst research on antecedents to IWTPI, we also ana-
lyzed the antecedents to consumer innovativeness to put our IWTPI-
related results into perspective with extant knowledge of consumer in-
novativeness. As expected, our results show that ﬁnancial factors more
strongly affect IWTPI than consumer innovativeness because ﬁnancial
means are more important to willingness to pay for innovations than
to mere interest in innovations. Age negatively affects consumer inno-
vativeness in Bolivia, but not in the USA and Japan. This adds to the
mixed evidence in the literature on whether age does (Goldsmith
et al., 2005; Lambert-Pandraud and Laurent, 2010) or does not (Clark
and Goldsmith, 2006; Im et al., 2003; Steenkamp and Burgess, 2002)
affect consumer innovativeness negatively. The absence of age effects
on IWTPI indicates that decreasing interest in innovations over age is
offset by decreasing price sensitivity in Bolivia (even when controlling
for income).
5.2. Consequences of IWTPI: overall moderating effects (RQ3) and
cross-industry variation (RQ4)
Regarding consequences of IWTPI, we developed hypotheses about
the moderating effects of IWTPI on the formation of customer satisfac-
tion (H4a–H6b) and their differences between products and services
(H7a–H8). Our results fromGermany and Indonesia conﬁrm the follow-
ing hypotheses. Higher IWTPI causes perceived quality (H4a; H7a: only
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only tested in Germany; H7b not supported: no industry difference) to
become more important, and perceived value (H5; H8: stronger effect
for products than services only supported in Indonesia) to become
less important in the formation of customer satisfaction. In other
words, consumerswith greater IWTPI tend to attach greater importance
to functional performance, which reﬂects their interest in innovations.
In the case of perceived quality, this effect is restricted to products,
which are easier to compare than services (Homburg et al., 2013).
Consumers with greater IWTPI also pay less attention to perceived
price (perceived value when controlling for perceived quality: Fornell
et al., 1996), which relates to their enhanced willingness to pay.
In Indonesia but not Germany, this effect is larger for products than ser-
vices. Less bargaining and thus greater price transparency in Germany
may make it easier for consumers with low IWTPI to compare service
prices.
Concerning social beneﬁts of consumption, we found that higher
IWTPI increases the importance of public brand image (H6a) in
Indonesia, whereas it increases the importance of social recognition
(H6b) in Germany. In more collectivist countries (Indonesia as opposed
to Germany: Hofstede and Hofstede, 2005), it thus might be more im-
portant to consumers with high IWTPI to proactively ensure the poten-
tial of social beneﬁts in exchange for increased expenditures on
innovations, independently of whether these beneﬁts are actually real-
ized. By contrast, inmore individualistic countries, consumerswith high
IWTPI may attach greater importance to actual (vs. potential) social
beneﬁts because they are less exposed to the social pressure to align
their behavior with collective preferences (Heine, 2010).
Beyond these mechanisms, the moderating effects of IWTPI on the
formation of customer satisfaction do not seem to differ between prod-
ucts and services. If we assume parallels between the effects of IWTPI
and consumer innovativeness, this might be good news for the litera-
ture on consumer innovativeness, which has not yet explored differ-
ences between products and services. It could imply that many
insights into consumer innovativeness gained by studies on products
are also valid for services.
Although the various moderating effects of IWTPI are all of similar
absolute magnitude in each country, they differ in their magnitude rel-
ative to the corresponding main effects. For instance, a one-point in-
crease on the ten-point scale of IWTPI doubles the effect of social
recognition compared to its average effect in Germany. Hence, the de-
gree of IWTPImainly affects the relative attention thatmanagers should
pay to peripheral product and service aspects such as social recognition,
competitive advantages, and public brand image.
5.3. Managerial implications
Due to budget limitations, managers usually cannot optimize all suc-
cess factors in business strategy but need tomake trade-offs that best ﬁt
the relative importance of the success factors in a speciﬁc context.When
introducing new products and services and targeting early adopters,
managers face the two challenges of identifying potential early adopters
and of tailoring the marketing mix to their needs. Regarding the ﬁrst
challenge of identifying early adopters, managers are advised to focus
their communication on consumers who are male, wealthy, spending-
rather than savings-oriented, desire status symbols, and avoid uncer-
tainty through rule orientation rather than stress avoidance. Regarding
the second challenge of tailoring the marketing mix to early adopters,
managers should communicate the quality and competitive advantages
of their offerings, foster a positive public brand image, and create an at-
mosphere eliciting social recognition for early adopters. By contrast,
when marketing established products and services to the broad public,
managers are advised to focus more on communicating the perceived
value of their offerings.
Of importance to international marketing, these mechanisms differ
by country. While IWTPI is greater for male than female customersin most countries, this gender gap depends on cultural, socio-
demographic, and economic factors. This gender difference can even
turn opposite in countries with less masculine (vs. feminine) cultures,
lower economic development, and less cultural power distance.
Hence, managers need to study these contextual factors before formu-
lating gender-speciﬁcmarket segmentation strategies for themarketing
of pricey product innovations.
In line with expectations, managers targeting developing countries
should market expensive innovations to wealthy consumers because
interest in innovations among less afﬂuent consumers may not be sufﬁ-
cient to trigger early adoption behavior. By comparison, innovation-
speciﬁc market segmentation in developed countries should focus less
on consumer wealth, which is usually sufﬁcient to ﬁnance the purchase
of innovations, and more on consumer lifestyles and on consumer de-
mand for innovations as status symbols. In developed countries, mar-
keting thus needs to build a convincing social story around innovative
products to elicit enhanced willingness to pay. For instance, this might
be a reason contributing to the widespread willingness to pay price
premiums for Apple products.
The social role of innovations also seems to be more important in
countries with cultures characterized by assertiveness values, humane
orientation, and institutional collectivism. By contrast, the utilitarian
function of innovations appears to be less important in such cultural
contexts. When constrained by product cost limitations, managers
thus need to weigh social against utilitarian aspects when designing
new products aimed at culturally distinct markets.
For the marketing of expensive innovations, our research may fur-
ther imply that fostering a positive public brand image throughmarket-
ing is more effective in collectivist cultures, whereas a functional design
enabling consumers to impress other people is more effective in indi-
vidualistic cultures. In Indonesia, innate willingness to pay for innova-
tions does not seem to be behaviorally expressed in the case of
services. Therefore, charging higher prices for innovative offerings
seems to pay off for products but not services. Furthermore, perceived
comparative advantages (i.e., differentiation) and public brand image
are more important and perceived quality and quality expectations
are less important for marketing services than products in Germany.
These industry differences were not found in Indonesia.
5.4. Limitations and directions for future research
Our research is not without limitations. While a stream of literature
argues in favor of single-item scales (Bergkvist and Rossiter, 2007,
2009), their favorability is still the object of ongoing discussions.We ac-
knowledge that our trade-off decision for single-item scales and multi-
ple industries, as opposed to multi-item scales and a single industry,
entailed both beneﬁts (such as less respondent fatigue and the ability
to answer RQ4) and weaknesses. In particular, some of our antecedents
of IWTPImight have beenmore soundly operationalized throughmulti-
item scales. Therefore, we emphasize that the results need to be
interpreted with attention to the speciﬁc wording of our scales, which
we obtained from previous studies, rather than with attention to
the abstract nature of latent concepts behind our scales. Moreover,
we acknowledge that, despite our data collection in various places
within countries, our limited academic budget made it difﬁcult to
obtain samples that are perfectly representative of the countries
under investigation, which may have biased our analyses of RQ2.
Hence, we invite future research with larger budgets to extend
our data collection.
We advise researchers studying consumer innovativeness to pay
greater attention to the fact that innovative products and services are
more expensive than established products and services in most indus-
tries and thus require greaterwillingness to pay. For these industries, fu-
ture research needs to ascertain whether existing ﬁndings on consumer
innovativeness are indeed behaviorally relevant. Our results suggest
that demographic characteristics, ﬁnancial resources, and personal
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nate consumer innovativeness. Moreover, the literature on consumer
innovativeness tends to neglect moderating effects. As our results illus-
trate numerous moderating effects of IWTPI, we encourage researchers
to pay more attention to moderating effects in analyzing consumer in-
novativeness. Future research might also explore cross-industry differ-
ences in the behavioral expression of innate consumer innovativeness,
validate our results in experimental settings and in other countries,
and deepen our insights into the social role of innovations.
Moreover, future research on the inﬂuence of cultural values is ad-
vised to acknowledge recent insights into sub-dimensions of
established cultural dimensions.With respect to uncertainty avoidance,
ourﬁndings of opposite effects of two different sub-dimensions (Venaik
and Brewer, 2010: stress avoidance, rule orientation) points to the crit-
ical importance of distinguishing these sub-dimensions in future1
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Sresearch. Future research similarly may assess the behavioral relevance
of distinguishing sub-dimensions of other cultural dimensions such as
individualism (Brewer and Venaik, 2011; Triandis and Gelfand, 1998)
or long-term orientation (Venaik et al., 2013).Acknowledgments
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participants for their contribution to the data collection.Appendix A. Antecedents of IWTPI: descriptive statistics (main study and additional study)Variable Germany Indonesia Bolivia USA Japan[all data] [wave 1]Mean (SD) Mean (SD) Mean (SD) Mean (SD) Mean (SD) Mean (SD)IWTPI 4.54 (2.02) 5.60 (2.23) 5.28 (2.16) 4.46 (2.26) 5.21 (2.19) 4.65 (2.21)
Income satisfaction 5.93 (2.28) n/a 6.04 (1.96) 6.11 (2.18) 5.92 (2.32) 5.93 (2.22)
Financial expectations 5.47 (1.41) n/a 8.35 (1.50) n/a n/a 6.42 (1.84)
Future-oriented savings
(vs. spending for fun now)2.99 (0.98) 3.68 (1.03) 3.23 (1.02) 3.39 (0.98) 2.80 (1.02) 2.73 (1.07)UA: stress avoidance 1.96 (0.92) 1.77 (0.84) 2.22 (1.06) 2.26 (0.99) 1.88 (0.94) 1.84 (0.94)
UA: rule orientation 3.15 (0.98) 4.14 (0.86) 3.87 (1.00) 3.94 (0.89) 3.47 (0.93) 3.47 (0.94)
Importance of status
symbols2.46 (1.16) 3.40 (1.11) 3.22 (1.16) 2.59 (1.13) 2.20 (1.14) 2.37 (1.24)ample size 799 361 914 643 466 131SNotes: SD: standard deviation. UA: uncertainty avoidance. Scales of variables 4 to 7 (5-point) fromHofstede andHofstede (2005). Scales of variables 2 and 3 (10-point) from the European
Union (2010). Scale of variable 4 also used by Frank and Schvaneveldt (2014) and Yoo and Donthu (2002). Scale of variable 5 also used by Abulaiti et al. (2010), Ogikubo et al.
(2008), and Frank and Schvaneveldt (2014). Scale of variable 6 also used by Frank and Schvaneveldt (2014), Patterson et al. (2006), and Yoo and Donthu (2002).Appendix B. Consequences of IWTPI: descriptive statistics and correlation matrix (main study)Variable Germany Indonesia Germany/IndonesiaMean (SD) Mean (SD) 1 2 3 4 5 6 7IWTPI 4.61 (2.04) 5.59 (2.21) .13 .13 .12 .10 .09 .18
Customer satisfaction 7.18 (1.85) 7.50 (1.47) .05 .80 .61 .52 .59 .51
Perceived quality 6.92 (1.92) 7.49 (1.45) .05 .73 .64 .58 .63 .54
Perceived value 6.81 (1.91) 7.28 (1.54) .05 .60 .64 .49 .45 .46
Initial quality expectations 6.86 (1.80) 7.76 (1.41) .06 .40 .51 .36 .53 .46
Public brand image 6.92 (1.81) 7.52 (1.52) .04 .51 .57 .40 .44 .56
Social recognition 6.00 (1.54) 7.04 (1.44) .07 .36 .40 .34 .35 .44
Perceived competitive
advantages6.35 (1.92) n/a .06 .47 .48 .46 .33 .51 .36ample size (across 10 industries) 7143 2791SNotes: All correlations signiﬁcant at p b .05. Correlations for Germany below diagonal/Indonesia above diagonal. SD: standard deviation. Scales (10-point) of variables 2 to 5 from Fornell
et al. (1996), variable 6 from Johnson et al. (2001), variable 7 from Fischer et al. (2010), and variable 8 fromWeerawardena and O'Cass (2004) (all adapted to ﬁt industry-speciﬁc
context).
Appendix C. Consequences of IWTPI: sample size across industries (main study)Products Germany Indonesia Services Germany Indonesiautomobiles 445 196 Banks 755 280
obile phones 785 341 Fast food restaurants 677 288
ersonal computers 757 334 Hairdressers 717 261
hampoo 762 338 Hospitals 719 241Mobile carriers 793 332
Supermarkets 733 180
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